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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 23 are currently pending in this application. 

2. Claims 1, 3, 12, and 13 are amended as filed on 10/21/2008. 

3. Claims 6 - 1 1 are canceled as filed on 10/21/2008. 

4. Claims 19-23 are new as filed on 10/21/2008. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

6. Claims 1-5 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101, as the claims are 
directed towards non-statutory subject matter. 

7. With respect to claim 1 , it contains the limitation "a manager for use in a 
system of grid computing comprising a processor operable to define a computing 
task based on data received by said processor." A processor can be implemented 
as both hardware and software. Furthermore, the applicant's specification describes 
only steps that can be conducted as software implementation. Thus, evidence is 
provided that shows the system as being directed towards both hardware and software 
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per se, which is not one of the statutory categories of invention. Also, claims 2-5 are 
dependent upon claim 1 and are thus, also rejected. 

8. With respect to claim 1 2, it contains the limitation "a manager operable to 
define a computing task and assign a portion of said task to each of a plurality of 
clients connected to said manager via a network." The applicant's specification 
states that a manager is "In an aspect of the present invention there is provided a 
manager for use in a system of grid computing. The manager can be a computing 
device, such as a server, that comprises a processor that is programmed to 
render the manager operable to define a computing task based on data received 
by the processor." However, the specification fails to define the manager as being a 
hardware implementation. Thus, evidence is provided that the manager is directed 
towards both hardware and software per se, which is not one of the statutory categories 
of invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claims 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 
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1 1 . With respect to claim 19, it contains the limitation "each portion relates to not 
more than one body and comprises data corresponding to the body." However, it 
is unclear to what body the claim is definitively pointing towards. For example: Does 
the body represent an individual body from one of the n-bodies. Does the body refer to 
one individual task body. For examination purposes, the body will be treated as to 
referring to a body of work that is partitioned into individual pieces. 

12. As for claims 20-23, they are dependent upon claim 1 9 and are thus, also 
rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claims 1-5, 12-21, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ho et al. (Solving the N-Body Problem with the ALICE Grid 
System), hereinafter Ho, in view of Neiman et al. (Pre-Grant Publication No. US 
2003/0237084 A1), hereinafter Neiman. 

1 5. With respect to claim 1 , Ho taught a manager for use in a system of grid 
computing comprising a processor operable to define a computing task based on data 
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received by said processor, said processor further operable to assign a portion of said 
task to each of a plurality of clients connected to said manager via a network (section 
3.1, lines 1-9, where the resource broker is a manager), each of said plurality of clients 
configured to produce a result by performing a computation using said portion (section 
3.1 , lines 1 0-1 2), but Ho did not explicitly state said processor further operable to 
approximate said result of performing said_computation using said portion when said 
client fails to return said result to said manager, wherein said processor is configured to 
determine a client failure to return said results based upon at least one condition 
selected from a group of conditions consisting of: a receipt of a message indicating that 
the client is no longer connected to the network, a receipt of a message from the client 
indicating that said result is not forthcoming, and an expiration of a previously defined 
time delay for said client to provide said result. 

However, Neiman did teach said processor further operable to approximate said 
result of performing said.computation using said portion when said client fails to return 
said result to said manager (0126, lines 14-22, where the new node creating results 
based on the intermediate portions of data that were returned by the failed node is 
approximating the results that would have been produced by the failed node), wherein 
said processor is configured to determine a client failure to return said results based 
upon at least one condition selected from a group of conditions consisting of: a receipt 
of a message indicating that the client is no longer connected to the network, a receipt 
of a message from the client indicating that said result is not forthcoming, and an 
expiration of a previously defined time delay for said client to provide said result (0111, 
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lines 1-10, where this shows the receipt of a message from the client indicating that said 
result is not forthcoming limitation). 

Both the systems of Ho and Neiman are directed towards systems of grid 
computing and therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time of the invention, to combine the teachings of Ho, to utilize failure 
measures, as taught by Neiman, in order to maintain efficiency within the system. 

16. As for claim 2, the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 1 . In addition, Ho taught wherein said task is one of a plurality of 
repeatable operations (section 3.1 , where the consumer may send the same operations 
as many times as deemed necessary), and Neiman taught said task including a plurality 
of sub-operations, wherein one of said sub-operations is said portion for which said 
manager approximates the result, and wherein said approximation of said portion 
introduces a predefined accepted level of error to a performance of said task (0126, 
lines 14-22 and 0044, lines 1-12, where the acceptable level of error is zero). 

1 7. As for claim 3, the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 1 . In addition, Ho taught computations being multi-cycled 
computations (section 1 , lines 6-7, where by the nature of N-Body problems, multi-cycle 
computations are being conducted), and Neiman taught wherein said result is a result 
of a computation, wherein an approximation of said result is based at least in part upon 
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at least one previous result received from said client that failed to return said result 
(0126, lines 14-22). 

18. As for claim 4, the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 1 . In addition, Ho taught wherein said task is an n-body type problem 
(section 1, lines 6-7), and Neiman taught wherein a programmatic decision by the 
manager as to whether to approximate said result when said client fails to return it or 
whether to re-execute said task to generate said result is made based upon whether a 
computed degree of error computed for approximating said result exceeds a previously 
defined threshold for an acceptable degree of error during approximations 
(Approximating Results: 0126, lines 14-22, where the new node creating results based 
on the intermediate portions of data that were returned by the failed node is 
approximating the results that would have been produced by the failed node. Re- 
Executing: 001 4, lines 8-1 1 ). 

Neiman's system utilizes the method of approximating data and Neiman also 
disclosed that the method of re-executing was well known in the art. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, to 
modify the teachings of Neiman to utilize both the novel and well known methods in the 
art to accomplish the goal of efficient workflow of the system. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/821 ,082 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2451 

1 9. As for claim 5, the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 4. In addition, Ho taught wherein said n-body type problem is 
performed using the Barnes-Hut operation (section 2, all). 

20. With respect to claims 12 and 13, Ho taught a system of grid computing 
comprising: a manager operable to define a computing task based on data received by 
said processor, said processor further operable to assign a portion of said task to each 
of a plurality of clients connected to said manager via a network (section 3.1 , lines 1-9, 
where the resource broker is a manager), each of said plurality of clients configured to 
produce a result by performing a computation using said portion (section 3.1, lines 10- 
12), but Ho did not explicitly state said processor further operable to approximate said 
result of performing said_computation using said portion when said client fails to return 
said result to said manager, wherein said processor is configured to determine a client 
failure to return said results based upon at least one condition selected from a group of 
conditions consisting of: a receipt of a message indicating that the client is no longer 
connected to the network, a receipt of a message from the client indicating that said 
result is not forthcoming, and an expiration of a previously defined time delay for said 
client to provide said result. 

However, Neiman did teach said processor further operable to approximate said 
result of performing said.computation using said portion when said client fails to return 
said result to said manager (0126, lines 14-22, where the new node creating results 
based on the intermediate portions of data that were returned by the failed node is 
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approximating the results that would have been produced by the failed node), wherein 
said processor is configured to determine a client failure to return said results based 
upon at least one condition selected from a group of conditions consisting of: a receipt 
of a message indicating that the client is no longer connected to the network, a receipt 
of a message from the client indicating that said result is not forthcoming, and an 
expiration of a previously defined time delay for said client to provide said result (0111, 
lines 1-10, where this shows the receipt of a message from the client indicating that said 
result is not forthcoming limitation). 

Both the systems of Ho and Neiman are directed towards systems of grid 
computing and therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time of the invention, to combine the teachings of Ho, to utilize failure 
measures, as taught by Neiman, in order to maintain efficiency within the system. 
Furthermore, Neiman taught wherein a programmatic decision by the manager as to 
whether to approximate said result when said client fails to return it or whether to re- 
execute said task to generate said result is made based upon whether a computed 
degree of error computed for approximating said result exceeds a previously defined 
threshold for an acceptable degree of error during approximations (Approximating 
Results: 0126, lines 14-22, where the new node creating results based on the 
intermediate portions of data that were returned by the failed node is approximating the 
results that would have been produced by the failed node. Re-Executing: 0014, lines 
8-11). 
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Neiman's system utilizes the method of approximating data and Neiman also 
disclosed that the method of re-executing was well known in the art. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, to 
modify the teachings of Neiman to utilize both the novel and well known methods in the 
art to accomplish the goal of efficient workflow of the system. 

21 . as for claim 14, the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 13. In addition, Ho taught wherein said task is one of a plurality of 
repeatable operations (section 3.1 , where the consumer may send the same operations 
as many times as deemed necessary), and Neiman taught said task including a plurality 
of sub-operations, wherein one of said sub-operations is said portion for which said 
manager approximates the result, and wherein said approximation of said portion 
introduces a predefined accepted level of error to a performance of said task (0126, 
lines 14-22 and 0044, lines 1-12, where the acceptable level of error is zero). 

22. As for claim 1 5, the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 14. In addition, Neiman taught wherein in absence of said manager 
approximating the result, said task would situation-ally have to be restarted and all of 
said sub-operations performed by said plurality of clients be repeated (0014, lines 8-11). 
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23. As for claim 16, the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 14. In addition, Ho taught wherein said task is an n-body problem 
(section 1, lines 6-7). 

24. As for claim 17, the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 16. In addition, Ho taught wherein said n-body type problem is 
performed using the Barnes-Hut operation (section 2, all). 

25. As for claim 18, the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 13. In addition, Ho taught wherein said task is selected from the 
group consisting of determining a) movements of masses in a given space; b) charges 
of particles; c) electromagnetic fields; d) fluid dynamics in a fluid system; e) weather 
patterns; f) equity fluctuations in financial markets; and g) movements of objects in 
multi-player games (section 1 , lines 6-7, where this shows the masses in a given space 
limitation). 

26. With respect to claim 19, Ho taught a method for grid computing, comprising: 
dividing a computing task into a plurality of portions (section 3.1, lines 1-9, where the 
resource broker is a manager), wherein the computing task relates to an n-body type 
problem (section 1, lines 6-7), each portion relates to not more than one body and 
comprises data corresponding to the body (section 3.1 , lines 1-9, where the body is 
broken into individual pieces); assigning the plurality of portion to a plurality of clients, 
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wherein at least one portion is assigned to each of the plurality of clients (section 3.1 , 
lines 9-12), each of the plurality of clients connected to a network (abstract, where this 
system is a network); processing the plurality of portions at the plurality of clients, 
wherein each client of the plurality of clients is configured to compute a result of the 
body for each portion assigned to the client based upon the data corresponding to the 
body (section 3.1 , lines 1 -1 2, where the data transferred is for the body of work and is 
thus corresponded to the body); compiling results computed by the plurality of clients for 
each of the plurality of portions (section 3.1, lines 1-9); repeating the dividing, assigning, 
processing, and compiling in iterative cycles until the computing task is finished section 
3.1 , lines 1 -9, and section 1 , lines 6-7, where by the nature of solving an n-body 
problem, there will be many iterative cycles of the moving particle). 

However, Ho did not explicitly state that the system, while repeating, failing to 
receive results from at least one client of the plurality of clients; in response to failing to 
receive results from the at least one client, using a previous result produced by the at 
least one client during a previous cycle in compiling results for a present cycle. On the 
other hand, Neiman did teach that the system, while repeating, failing to receive results 
from at least one client of the plurality of clients; in response to failing to receive results 
from the at least one client, using a previous result produced by the at least one client 
during a previous cycle in compiling results for a present cycle (01 1 1 , lines 1 -1 0, where 
this shows the receipt of a message from the client indicating that said result is not 
forthcoming limitation). Both the systems of Ho and Neiman are directed towards 
systems of grid computing and therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
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ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to combine the teachings of Ho, to 
utilize failure measures, as taught by Neiman, in order to maintain efficiency within the 
system. 

27. As for claim 20, the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 19. In addition, Ho taught wherein assigning the plurality of portions 
comprising assigning multiple of the plurality of portions to at least one client of the 
plurality of clients (section 3.1 , lines 9-1 2). 

28. As for claim 21 , the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 19. In addition, Ho taught wherein the dividing and assigning are 
performed by a manager (Section 3.1 , lines 1-12, where the resource broker is a 
manager), and Neiman taught it being in response to failing to receive results from the 
at least one client, alternatively computing the results at the manager for a present cycle 
(0126, lines 14-22, where the new node creating results based on the intermediate 
portions of data that were returned by the failed node is approximating the results that 
would have been produced by the failed node). 

29. As for claim 23, the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 19. In addition, Neiman taught wherein upon a client failing to return 
results over a predefined number of cycles, reassigning the at least one portion 
assigned to the client to at least one other client (0126, lines 14-22). 
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30. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ho, 
in view of Neiman, and in further view of Official Notice. 

31 . As for claim 22, the combination of Ho and Neiman taught all of the limitations 
described in claim 19. However, the combination of Ho and Neiman did not explicitly 
state wherein failing to receive results is determined by either receiving a message from 
equipment which operates the network that the client is no longer connected to the 
network or an expiration of a previously defined time delay for the client to provide the 
result. However, the examiner gives official notice that determine failure by the 
methods of timing out of a node or the system recognizing a disconnect is well known 
and practiced in the art and therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to modify the system of the 
combination of Ho and Neiman, to detect node disconnect and failures as a basic way 
or error handling. 

Response to Arguments 

32. Applicant's arguments with respect to the claims have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

33. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOSEPH L. GREENE whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-3730. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday from 
9:00 AM to 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (571) 272-3964. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

JLG 

/John Follansbee/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2451 
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